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1. I am the same individoal who previously executed a declaration on June 23, 2009 
which. I am informed, was submitted by our U,S, patent counsel to the U.S. Examiner in charge 
of this application together- with a, "Response jo Mnal Office Action" on Jut)e25, 2009. My 
educational and employment are as set forth in my previous declaration. As, moreover, indicated 
therein, 1 am a co-invCTtor of the pcBsent jg)plication, employed by Sfldzucker Aktiengesellschaft 
Mannheim/Ochsenfurt. the owner by assignment of the application.4 am making this declaration 
in support of the patentability of the claims presently pending in the application. 

2. I have read and am familiar with the final Office Action issued by the Examiner 
having a maihng date of January 4, 2010, a^ well as the jef^ences cited therein, in combinatfon, 
to reject the claims x)f the above-identified application. Furthermore, I have additional^ 
reviewed and considered the matters discussed in thp Advisory Action issued by the Bxaminer, 
bearing a mdling idate ofi ApriL4>20.^l^ 

3 . In the Advisory Action, the Examiner respondsto our contention that the 
presently claimed catalysts are more durable than the carbon supported gold catalysts disclosed 
in the cited prior art. The Examiner argues in response (see, e.g., pp. 2-3 of the Action), that the 
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proposed comparison, i.e., between our Example 3 and Figure 3c of Bielia et al. (Journal of 
Catalysis) does not sufficiently demonstrate such greater durability for the claimed eatalysts. 
The Examiner, in the portion of the Advisory Action bridging pp. 2-3, raises several objections 
to the proposed comparison. Subsequently, on p. S.iheBtaniiner argUfes that the results 
provided in Exam^e 3 provided in our application are not commensurate in sfcopfc with the 
peSfeiitl^f pending cMm of out applieatfen. 

4, Thus, by me or under my direction and control, a series of experiments was 
carried out to further support our contention that our claimed catalysts provide an unexpectedly 
higher level of activity and greater durability than the catalysts disclosed by Biella et al. These 
experiments were designed so as to take into account the Examiner's objections to the previous 
comparison as referred to in the paragraph above. The.results Of these ejcperiments. as discussed 
below, serve to conclusively demonstrate that our claimed metal o?tide supported gold catalysts 
exhibit unexpectedly higher activity and durabUity than the cSrbon supported gold catalysts 
described by Biella et al. To ensure that the results obtained provide<i ^valid basts for 
comparison, the experiments were carried out under the same conditions as set forth on p. 243 in 
Section 2.3 ("Oxidation Procedure") of Biella et al. (Journal of Catalysis) at a controlled pH of 
9.5. 

5. Tables 1 and 2 attached at the end of this declaration demonstrate the significant 
improvement in activity and durability obtained with the metal oxide supported gold catalysts as 
presently claimed, in comparison with that obtained with the use of ihe carbon supported gold 
catalysts of Biella et al., namely: 1% gold catalyst, 4% hy wd#t of^uoose, glucose/gold ratio = 
1000 (mol/mol) , pH = 9.5 and temperature = 50°C. 

6. The catalysts according to the claims of our application reach 1 00% conversion 
within 1 5 minutes (see Tables 1 and 2), which corresponds to double the activity (i.e., the degree 
of conversion over time) in comparison to the catalysts of Biella et al. (Journal of Catalysis). 
Moreover, the significantly higher activity exhibited by our claimed catalysts remains unchanged 
following 10 repeated batches. In each batch, a complete conversion of glucose was obtained 
after no more than 20 minutes. The conversion rates of the different batches are shown in Table 
1. In contrast to the values shown, the loss of activity demonstrated by the catalysts according to 
Biella et al. (Journal of Catalysis) is significant, even at the controlled pH of 9,5. As shown, the 
activity of the Bjellaetal. catalysts is 2.5 fold lower after four runs tiian after the initial run. 



7. The substantial differences demonstrated in the attached Tables thus clearly 
demonstrate to a skilled artisan in this field that the catalysts according to the presently pending 
claims exhibit an unexpectedly higher activity and greater durability than those produced 
according to the teachings ©fBielia;efo4r 

S. I further declare that all statements made Weiii of my own knowledge are true 
and that all statemefits made on information and belief are beftev^d to be ime» and further, these 
statements weremade with the knowledge tfiat willful false statement^ and the like so made are 
punishable by fine or imprisonment, or both, under Section 1001 ofTitle 18 of the United States 
Code, and that such willful false statements may jeopardize the validity of the application or any 
patent issuing thereon. 
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